
Introduction: The Revivim Program: Its Founders, Planners and Teachers
Since its founding in 1925, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem has been highly esteemed for its humanities departments, including its strong emphasis on fostering research and teaching in area of Jewish studies. During its early years, Hebrew University produced students and researchers in Jewish studies, but had not yet dealt with professional pedagogical teacher training. At that time, teacher training was available only in teacher training colleges, many of which had already existed long before the Hebrew University was established. The Hebrew University’s teacher training department was opened in 1935 for the purpose of training university students and graduates to teach in high school classrooms. Only in 1952 did the university open a School of Education for research and training in education. 
This record demonstrates the importance Hebrew University accorded to developing the school system in the new Jewish homeland.
Over the years, Hebrew University’s School of Education grew as a research institute, as is common in the world's leading universities. As a result, the university’s earlier priority of on teacher training diminished in importance. Towards the end of the 1960s, however, the place of teacher training in the university’s School of Education underwent a renewal. Although the department did not abandon its commitment to educational theories as the foundation and center of teacher training, it reassessed the teacher training process and began placing more emphasis on the participation
 of schools in the training process. Outstanding teachers from selected secondary schools were integrated as tutors in the course of teachers’ education and were awarded university tenure as teachers, thus giving them a respectable 
status at the university.

Nonetheless, over the years, the status of the teacher training department eroded. As  teachers retired or left the university, new teachers joining the School of Education were no longer granted tenure. It can be assumed that this change occurred as the Hebrew University increased its efforts to rank among the world’s leading universities, a status determined by the academic criteria of research and publication. Because teacher education is an applied field which does not generate prestigious research and publications, it was naturally squeezed to the margins of the university’s priorities. The university's financial difficulties and its dependence on funds from research grants also weakened the teacher training field
, which by its nature did not receive research grants. The declines in the quality of teaching applicants and in the number of graduates who actually went on to become teachers also do not contribute to the university's motivation to invest in teacher education.

However, with the approach of the millennium, teacher education experienced a new momentum at the Hebrew University, with the university’s establishment of the new Revivim Program dedicated to creating outstanding teachers in the field of Jewish education. As one for whom the world of teachers and teacher education is dear, and who believes that the quality of schools is dependent on the quality of the teachers, I confess that the news of the university establishing a teacher training program in the field of Jewish studies for outstanding students, and the importance the university attached to it, as appeared to raise the prospects for a new era in teacher training at the university, with a renewal and improvement in the field’s status.
Perhaps it would seem more logical to open this part of the book about the Revivim Program by examining the university's decision to establish the program and how university educators managed to carry out this task. However, one of this book’s purposes is to focus attention on the need to structure teacher training programs according to the perspective of those joining them. Accordingly, the first part of the book introduced readers to program participants in their early stages of participation. This second part of the book will introduce readers to the Revivim Program’s initiatives in Chapter 2 and to the program’s teachers in Chapter 3. These chapters will try to shed light on the issues of students’ perceptions about the program’s goals, which candidates are suitable for acceptance into the program, the process of acquiring professional and pedagogical skills and whether the program actually produces top quality teachers. In these chapters we will examine to what extent the program founders, planners and teachers were attentive to the world of the students. Were these future teachers’ expectations, perceptions and backgrounds taken into consideration during the process of program planning and course design? To what extent were the teaching students perceived as people with identifiable cultures, values and behavioral characteristics that could be factored into determining what and how to teach in the program and how to educate the future teachers?

Chapter 2: The Vision of the Revivim Program’s Founders
Before embarking on my teacher training studies over forty years ago, I was a member of a kibbutz, where I had numerous rotational duties to carry out. Among those duties was serving as a night guard for the children’s buildings. (At that time, children in the kibbutz still slept in special houses separate from their parents' apartments.) Their classrooms were located alongside the rooms where the children slept, so during my guard duty at night, I could walk around the classroom and imagine myself as a teacher standing in front of the class at a table in front of the blackboard, conducting lessons similar to those which I had received as schoolchild. Even then, I wanted to believe that I could do it better and more pleasantly than my own teachers had. I hoped to improve education by building on what already existed, but doing it better. 
One night while walking around a classroom, I noticed a collection of essays about teaching and education on the teacher’s desk. I picked up the booklet and read through it. One of the articles, entitled "Review from a Visit in Progressive Schools in the United States" caught my attention. At the time I didn’t recognize the name of the author, Chava Shamir, who wrote about her visits to classrooms that did not employ frontal teaching. These classrooms had no central boards, no teachers’ tables and especially no lectures by teachers. Instead, all the educational activities were conducted in work areas and learning groups. This article opened my eyes to a new type of education that I couldn’t have even imagined before. I began to view teaching in a different light than I had previously, and I vowed to myself that when the time came, I would teach in this new spirit, so different from what I had ever experienced. At that time, I did not know that the kind of change I was contemplated is the type of change which is considered a “second-order” or revolutionary change, which would be very difficult to achieve.

As will be seen in these chapters, most of those joining the Revivim Program showed no inclination for implementing “second-order” or radical changes in teaching or in the educational system. While all of the students agreed that the educational system needed change, very few of them envisioned revolutionary changes in teaching methods or in schools. In all likelihood, just as I had once been ignorant, they too had not yet heard about alternative teaching methods and, as a result, they did not think at all in terms of radical change. While those who founded and designed the Revivim Program did seek significant changes in teacher education process, they did not discuss the possibility of radical changes in classrooms and in schools.
Two ostensibly unrelated issues of teaching the Bible and teacher training apparently engendered the Revivim’s founders’ desire for change. There was a consensus among them that both these areas suffered from a "difficult disease.” The combination of profound dissatisfaction with the level of Bible studies in the state secular schools and continuing frustration with the teacher training process became so pressing that those caring about these issues concluded that a radical change was necessary. The initiative for the Revivim project originated with the Mandel Centre, which at that time operated in the Hebrew University. Revivim’s founding document reveals the depth of the initiators’ apprehension about the continuing decline in enrollment in the biblical studies departments as well as about the low status of biblical studies in secular schools. The founding document calls for not merely a change, but a radical, “second order” change, and expresses the founders’ goal of creating a new educational reality.

The Conception of the Program's Founders

 
Revivim’s founders from the Mandel Centre and the Department of Humanities at the Hebrew University felt that the declining status of biblical studies at universities in general and at the Hebrew University in particular was a symptom of a larger phenomenon mirrored in the diminished status of biblical studies in secular schools and the shortage of qualified teachers to teach the subject. Although in its nearly one hundred years of operation, the Hebrew University has served as an important center for extensive biblical research and for the teaching of biblical studies, since the 1980s, the number of students joining its program for biblical studies has been falling. For example, in the 1960s and 1970s, over one hundred and twenty students began studying for a BA in biblical studies each year, while in the late 1990s, only 30 new students joined the Bible Studies Department annually, and those numbers have continued to decrease since then. The small number of graduates, particularly charismatic or outstanding ones, led to an inadequate pool of potential teachers for the educational system. This situation has had a snowball effect, as young people who do not enjoy or who are not inspired by their experiences with biblical studies in secondary schools are highly unlikely to be attracted to biblical studies at the university level, leading to further enrollment decreases and a downward spiral.
Revivim’s founders, certain about the depth of the challenge confronting them,  determined that the proposed teacher training program would be revolutionary in two major aspects: first, it would introduce completely new methods into the field of teacher education; and second, it would accomplish this in the field of biblical studies. To these ends, Revivim’s founders expressly set specific goals seeking:
A new model for teacher training which could be implemented in many areas [...]; outstanding teachers dedicated to teaching Bible in relevant and significant ways; a better attitude towards these subject among students and teachers alike; new educational tools, including curriculum and additional learning materials [...]; a new educational approach that would interest the youth; and broader support for engaging in Bible content in the public educational system.
The following examines a number of significant components of the Revivim Program as well as the nature of the changes required to implement them.
A. The Academic Curriculum for Teacher Training 

Revivim’s founders insisted on an interdisciplinary academic curriculum approach, combing teacher training with studies of the Bible and other subjects. It should be emphasized that the program did not separate its various elements into different, parallel tracks, but that it strove to integrate a number of areas of learning into a unified curriculum. When compared to the organizational structure of the Hebrew University, especially its Department of Humanities, which is comprised of defined disciplines, Revivim’s introduction of an interdisciplinary curriculum combining pedagogical training with the study of subjects from a variety of disciplines was certainly revolutionary in its approach. While several research centers at the Hebrew University combined different disciplines, such as the Brain Research Center or The Center for Rationality and there are some interdisciplinary departments, such as studies for a general BA degree, all of these consist of separate disciplines, all of which maintain their uniqueness and independence. In contrast, Revivim’s mission statement called not only for the integration of two separate goals into a single program, but also for the integration of different kinds of courses. The realization of these goals would mark a revolutionary, second-order change in the existing perceptions of the Department of Humanities.

B. The Students  

Revivim’s founders declared their intention to accept:
Only students who are among the top 20 percent accepted by the university, to conduct a rigorous screening process, to examine the motivation, dedication and leadership skills of the candidates, and to enable them to devote all their time to studying during all four years of the program.
Students in the Revivim Program were offered the opportunity to study in a four year program leading to a BA, an MA and a teaching certificate. Revivim’s emphasis on accepting and promoting only the best students and awarding them advanced degrees did not require any organizational or values changes, as it was consistent with the aims of the Hebrew University to maintain its position as a leading university in the world attracting students with the highest academic qualifications. 
C. The Program's Contribution to the Educational System

Zvi Lamm distinguishes three patterns of education, or, as he prefers to refer to them, three ideologies: socialization, acculturation and individuation. He claims that the existing style of education, which began in the eighteenth century, encourages patterns of socialization and/or acculturation and devotes very little, if any, attention to patterns of individuation. Applying Lamm’s analysis to the Revivim Program, it appears that the program’s founders were interested in contributing to the educational system by fostering acculturation fundamentals. The program's success in this area would undoubtedly lead to changes in schools and the educational system, but would not involve a revolution of values or organization. 

D. The Practical Work Training

For Revivim’s founders, practical work in schools was not only a key component, but the heart of teacher training, which also included theoretical studies. It is noteworthy that at the time
, education students at the Hebrew University were required to teach 20 hours in order to earn a teaching certificate, and this requirement was met in most cases. In fact, this requirement may still be in place. Before the Revivim Program was introduced, teacher education at the university was not characterized by combining theoretical studies with practical teaching. Revivim, however, required its students not just to teach 20 hours, but to complete a teaching staj, or internship. An internship differs from the terms usually employed in teacher training, such as experience, practicum, etc., which imply far less professional involvement than does an internship. Professionals in teacher education usually consider an internship not as part of the training process itself, but as the period following the completion of studies when graduates enter the educational system as full-fledged teachers. In contrast, the Revivim Program transformed the internship into part of the training process itself during the study period. It is not clear whether the Revivim founders used the term internship, rather than experience or practicum, in the full meaning of the word, as a preparatory work period prior to entering the profession, or whether they used the term simply to focus on the practical aspects of teaching. The latter is more likely, as the active members of the team that planned and guided the Revivim Program did not push for implementing internships rather than experience when the program was launched. Nonetheless, as will be described later in this book, from Chapter 6 onwards, internships, guided by pedagogical tutors, rather than limited experience, have become an integral element of teacher training in the Revivim Program.
E. Teacher Training Processes

Although the founding document of Revivim did not expressly indicate a preference for a specific training approach, several preferred approaches can be discerned in it, none of which were common at that time in the Department of Teacher Training in the Hebrew University. Examining different training approaches being used at the time, it is possible to speculate about which of them Revivim’s founders would have favored.
Many different approaches to teacher training can be found in the literature on teacher education. Today, different approaches may be used in one teacher training institute, albeit in a parallel rather than an integrated fashion. In the past, different periods were characterized by the predominance of one or more approaches. The identifiable changes in which approaches were preferred and in attitudes regarding whether and how to train the teachers correlate directly with shifts in the perception of the nature of teaching and in the understanding of how and when teachers are created, or " come into the world," to use a phrase employed earlier.
Historically, the most enduring approach to teacher training is based on the assumption that anyone with knowledge about a particular subject can teach it. The reasoning was that anyone knowledgeable about mathematics, reading and writing or any other relevant content could stand in front of a classroom of students and transmit their knowledge. This approach, emphasizing knowing “what” to teach, might have continued uninterrupted and unquestioned until today had not educators been confronted with the paramount challenge of universal education. If prior to the twentieth century schools were generally selective institutions, since the introduction of universal education in the twentieth century, public schools could no longer choose their students and teachers had to work with heterogeneous populations with students of different levels of ability and interest in their studies. With this dramatic change in the nature of public schools, it was no longer sufficient merely to know "what" to teach; rather, it became imperative to know "how" to teach as well. Nonetheless, to this day, there are those who still believe, either explicitly or implicitly, that whoever can master the content of a subject can be a teacher.

Once it became clear with the advent of universal education that it was no longer sufficient for educators to know only “what” to teach, a new, more sophisticated approach was introduced, which held that educators also needed to know "how" to teach. But while the "what" component of teaching could be acquired, many believed that the "how" component was either an innate talent or at least a capacity unconsciously acquired during an individual’s youth. The thinking was that one either did or did not possess the capacity or talent to teach, and an individual who with this talent could combine it with knowledge of a subject and apply it to teaching in a classroom. This outlook has been embraced by much of the public, and even by teachers, as is evidenced in the many anecdotes of outstanding teachers who did not study to be teachers in contrast to others who were outstanding students in teacher education institutions but became mediocre or unsuccessful teachers. According to this approach, just as we do not ask who prepared someone to be a parent, so we do not question who trained an individual to become a teacher. Moreover, we don’t question how or by whom university lecturers were trained to teach and thus we should not ask similar questions about school teachers. However, if the issue of how to teach was actually so simple and so obvious, the challenges involved in training teachers would have been solved long ago.

As already noted, during the twentieth century, universal education became compulsory nearly throughout the world, placing a greater responsibility for the growth and development of children on educators and creating a demand for far more teachers. The growing needs of universal education could not be met by merely finding scholars proficient in subject content (knowing “what”) who were also gifted with a natural talent for teaching (knowing "how"). Both the demands made upon schools and the roles of teachers became increasingly complex. The conviction that innate talent alone was sufficient to create a good teacher weakened, as it came to be widely recognized that teachers are created after a process of acquiring specific teaching skills that either supplemented their existing abilities, or prepared those lacking innate talent. 

The earlier assumption that teaching skills were an innate talent that could not be taught formally had resulted in a specific training approach, which has not entirely disappeared, but was gradually replaced by what may be termed the apprenticeship approach. The apprenticeship approach to teacher training takes place entirely in the school, where teaching students learn by watching more experienced teachers and practice teaching based on what they have learned from these more experienced teachers, a process very similar to past apprenticeship training for technical professionals. Just as other professionals learned their skill or craft by closely watching experienced professionals and then imitating them, aspiring teachers were encouraged to find the most outstanding teachers and learn from them by imitating their teaching methods. The apprenticeship approach in educational training did not consider theoretical pedagogical knowledge relevant to the training process, as the trainee was to learn to be a teacher according to practical examples. Even experienced teachers were not expected to have this professional theoretical knowledge under the apprenticeship system; rather, it was assumed that by virtue of their being good teachers, they could serve as instructors and mentors for future teachers.

Over time, the apprenticeship approach to teacher training has been replaced by new training methods more familiar to us today, which combine theoretical studies with teaching experience. However, as disappointment has grown regarding the effectiveness of existing training programs in recent years, teacher training has returned somewhat to the apprenticeship approach, albeit with modern twists and different names. Particularly notable are the Teach for All programs operating in many countries, which recruit outstanding graduates in a variety of fields, such as mathematics, history, etc. and provide them with brief, usually one-month preparation periods before sending them into the schools as almost full-time teachers. During their first year of teaching, and sometimes the second year, these recruits are closely guided by teacher trainers from the school, under the supervision of the program staff.

The founding document of the Revivim Program clearly indicates that the apprenticeship approach, even in its modern form, was very far from the vision of the program’s founders.
Underlying all the different approaches to teacher training is the question of what are the skills that characterize the good teachers. Opinions are divided on this issue. The technical approach holds that teaching involves a collection of technical skills and acquiring those skills enables one to become a competent and proficient teacher. According to the analytic approach, which focuses on the actual functions of teachers, teaching consists of a body of strategies that can be acquired and practiced. The theoretical-educational approach is based on the belief that that good teaching is the result of dealing with theoretical-educational questions. Adherents of the content approach are convinced that the secret of teaching lies in mastering the subject matter, while those following the personal approach maintain that good teachers are characterized by their ability to adapt their personalities to the needs of the teaching environment. 
According to the technical approach, the qualifications for teaching are perceived as proficiency in various skills and teacher education is therefore considered a process of skill acquisition. A person becomes a teacher after adequately mastering the specified professional skills, which are learned just as are skill sets for any other technical profession. The technical approach assumes that all teaching has a general structure that should characterize all lessons in every subject. The essence of the technical approach is providing teaching students with a number of technical models which together provide structure for the aspiring teachers and equip them with justifications for their chosen teaching methods. In the spirit of behaviorist psychology, teaching skills are formulated in behavioral rather than cognitive or emotional terms. Those learning teaching according to the technical approach acquire and practice teaching techniques in training institutions. When they subsequently practice in schools, they do so under the guidance of mentor teachers. 

When I completed my teaching studies in a teacher training institute, an external supervisor came to examine my teaching skills. While the institute in which I had learned did not operate according to the technical approach, the exam exemplified the spirit of that approach. It included working with multiple teaching techniques, such as writing on the blackboard and coping with student disturbances during class. In fact, I was asked to choose one of several pieces of paper on which were written descriptions of disruptive student incidents and suggest a viable solution to the problem. The fact that I received my certification for teaching is proof that I demonstrated command of teaching techniques.

The Revivim Program’s founding document decisively shows that the program’s founders did not view the technical approach as appropriate for their training program.

While the technical approach provides a unified method for teaching everything, the philosophy of the content approach is that there are distinguishable models for teaching each subject, and that each subject has its own unique way to be studied. In effect, the specific content or “what” of every subject is correlated with a unique method or “how.” The “what” of every subject has a substantial structure of knowledge as well as a related syntax structure, which is its “how.” According to the content approach, teaching students should be encouraged to think like the experts in the discipline, and once they successfully master a discipline’s content of knowledge, with both its knowledge, or “what” structure and its syntax, or “how” structure, they will most likely become good teachers. In content-approach based training, a discipline’s contents are taught in academic courses on specific subjects, while the technical aspects of teaching are conveyed separately in pedagogical courses. The rationale behind this method is that students mastering the content of the subject and the correct way of teaching this content will be able to spontaneously stream the subject matter into the classroom. Content-approach training receives the greatest support primarily from educators in academic disciplines.
Although content-approach training is not explicitly discussed in Revivim’s  founding document, the document echoes certain aspects of it through its emphasis on how aspiring teachers must master their subject matter in depth before being able to teach. We even "suspect" that many educators from the Jewish Studies department, who were among Revivim’s founders, would be willing to endorse this approach.

Proponents of the "theoretical-educational approach" hold that not only subject matter content should be acquired in academic courses but that pedagogical knowledge and teaching methods should also be learned in primarily theoretical courses. This approach assumes that good teaching is a product of a theoretical-pedagogical foundation that should be obtained in academic lectures and classes on psychology, philosophy, sociology and general education issues. The teaching profession is perceived as an applicable profession and teachers are required to apply the theoretical knowledge from their studies to their classroom teaching. This approach was influenced by the humanist movement of the 19th century, which viewed the principles of the general Enlightenment is a means of shaping the spirit and character of individuals and of professional behavior. Using these principles, a good teacher is one whose conduct and attitudes reflect the appropriate values of the culture. Advocates of this model argue that a teacher should have both wide general and pedagogical knowledge and that only by internalizing the theoretical rationales of teaching can students begin studying the disciplinary subjects to which they will apply what they have learned in their theoretical education courses. 

While the theoretical-educational approach appears consistent with the academic logic generally accepted at the university, not only is there no mention of these ideas in Revivim’s founding document, but, to a large extent, Revivim’s mission statement opposes the theoretical-educational approach. This despite the fact that that this approach is implicit in the outlook of many from the university’s School of Education, is incorporated to a large extent in the curriculum of the university’s department for teacher training and enjoys significant support from many educational researchers and theorists.
The analytic approach to teacher training arose from a search that began in the 1960s and 1970s seeking those skills that could serve as a scientific, empirical basis for transforming the average individual into a teacher. The essence of this approach is implementing research findings from empirical studies of teaching and learning processes when designing teacher training programs. According to the analytic approach, an individual becomes a teacher when he or she is able to apply scientific and empirical knowledge in the teaching situation, as is the customary practice in many other professions such as medicine, engineering, etc. Underlying this training approach is the views that teaching has a logic that can be defined using concepts which can be applied to changing situations and different student populations. Teacher training using the analytical approach teaches aspiring teachers how to make decisions during the teaching process that will maximize the effectiveness of their teaching, which will be reflected in their students' achievements. This method anticipates that teachers will have access to detailed curricula based on empirical knowledge and designed to help teachers in the process of teaching. The logic guiding this approach is defined by Donald Schon as technical rationality and a capable teacher has technical-reflection capacities. Aspiring teachers trained using the analytical approach will practice teaching techniques in procedures called "micro teaching," such as asking questions in class, and then analyze these sessions together with their pedagogical tutors and colleagues. These techniques will later be applied in practical school training. This training approach was highly regarded in the 1960s and 1970s, but has since lost its prominence. All that remains of it today are a number of training techniques and instruments adopted by teacher educators.

No references to this approach appear in the founding document of the Revivim Program. Rather, it appears that the program’s founders believed excellent teaching was a product of outstanding personal skills, thorough teaching experience and appropriate guidance. This outlook references another training approach, the "personality approach."
Due to disappointment in the effectiveness of technical or theoretical training approaches, the "personality approach" emerged in the 1970s, which drew from then current sources in humanistic psychology emphasizing personal growth. Carl Rogers and Abraham Maslow were leading figures in the humanistic psychology field. This approach devotes more attention to teachers' personalities and views the teacher’s personality as the main element in determining the quality of teaching. Teaching ability is connected to and developed according to the personal narrative of each teacher. The historical debate over which is better: teacher training approaches that focus on the teacher's performance, such as those discussed above, and the approach that emphasizes the teacher’s personality continues until this day. While numerous policy makers talk about the importance of teaching deliverables in terms of qualifications, there are many who believe that the key elements of good teaching are a function of the teacher’s self, and emphasize the importance of the personality characteristics of teachers, including, for example, enthusiasm, flexibility, sensitivity, empathy, charisma and love of children. Adherents of the personality approach believe that the ideal personality for teaching requires a process of development which can be accomplished through training. The results are not standardized educational practices, as each teacher expresses his or her unique teaching and personality characteristics.

While the Revivim founding document does not explicitly adopt this personality-based approach, it does reference this approach in its strong emphasis on the suitable teacher personality, as well as in its assumption that not only disciplinary-content knowledge is the key to proper teaching, but that teacher personality plays a strong role as well.
This review of different approaches to teacher training demonstrates that there is no one single factor, but a number of elements that co-exist for training good teachers. Today, it is difficult to identify a teacher training institute with educators all holding one identical approach to teacher education. Educators in the same institution may consciously or unconsciously adopt a variety of training approaches. 

The inability to identify the "one winning factor" that would transform an individual into a qualified professional teacher led to the growing conviction that good teachers are characterized by their ability to incorporate a number of factors into the creation of their own unique educational approach. This conception of the “reflective teacher” or the reflective approach began gaining strength in the 1980s and it remains the dominant recognized approach among those engaged in teaching and teacher education. Seeing teachers as reflective professionals acknowledges that teaching is a complex, unique, dependent on content and context, and reliant on teachers and students. As a result, teaching and teachers cannot be constrained by rigidly defined models, techniques or personality traits, but need to be able to encounter a large repertoire of instructional modes and teaching issues and deal with these situations reflectively. Although the reflective concept has deep theoretical and practical roots, to which John Dewey made significant contributions, the phenomenon of reflective teaching and teachers as reflective practitioners became more widely understood with the publication of Donald Schon's book The Reflective Practitioner. Although this book was not aimed specifically at the teaching realm it provided new insights into the world of teachers. 

In the 1980s, I was just beginning my career as an academic and as a teacher of teachers. I still remember the sweet taste of the "news" that the teaching domain was no longer considered merely a field for implementing concepts from other fields, but was recognized as a unique domain, with its own unique knowledge, logic, reflective-practical language and ways of thinking. Schon helped raise the respect and position of the educational field to match those of other prestigious professions, such psychology, law, architecture, business, etc., which all share the reflective-practical logic.

The ascension of the reflective-practical approach to education appears to answer the questions of who can become the best teachers and how to train qualified teachers. Using one’s personal characteristics, becoming proficient in the subject matter and other content relevant to teaching and using both to develop reflective-practical capacities in education are the keys to the right preparation for the world of education. Seeing teaching as a reflective-practical activity assumes that the pedagogical act derives not from implementation of pedagogical theory, but from the meanings and interpretations that teachers apply to teaching situations. Pedagogical issues are no longer dogmatic, but reflect complex and deep personal processes which occur in different ways in different people. Sensitivity to the special nature of each teaching situation, awareness of teachers' way of thinking way when making their decisions and respect for each teacher’s personal teaching style allow teachers to navigate the educational environment for themselves and their classes. The optimal way of teaching is a process, where teachers are open to surprises, responsive to students' responses, aware of their students’ reactions to their teaching and constantly seeking alternative teaching methods if needed.
As a result of the emphasis on the reflective elements in teacher training, the terms "teachers as researchers," "action research" and "teachers as reflective practitioners" have emerged as leading concepts in the realm of educators and teacher education. Additional concepts such as “pedagogical content knowledge,” “personal practical knowledge” and more have become important ever since teachers have been acknowledged as reflective-practitioners and teachers’ knowledge has been perceived as more complex. The common thread running among all these ideas is the assumption that proficiency in the educational field involves practical, personal and unique knowledge in which the subject matter is integrated with other teaching components, such as the perception of students and society, teachers’ self-perception and other concepts, all of which contribute to creating a new quality of knowledge. The reflective approach accords a significant place to the experience of classroom teaching in student teacher training. However, in most training institutions, the assumption is that the majority of the reflective process is done in the training institutes, by way of "reflection on action," as opposed to "reflection in action." It appears that the reflective approach, as applied in most, if not all, teacher training institutions, is consistent with the assumptions of the academic world, where theoretical considerations are considered the first step in the path to a teaching career, and practical experience in the field represents only the last part of the training process. Teaching is still considered a field in which the practitioners should apply the ideas and skills they have learned and developed during the reflective theoretical process.

Revivim’s founding document shows more affinity to the reflective approach to training, which combines content knowledge, teaching skills and personality, than to any other educational approach examined above. It seems that the founders of the program were attentive to the theoretical voices prevailing at that time in the academic world of teacher education and sought to implement these ideas in the new program.
Now, in the second decade of the twenty-first century, two or three decades have passed since the reflective approach became the dominant one in teacher training programs, and new generations of teachers continue to be educated in the spirit of the reflective-practical approach. Nonetheless, the gleam of the magic of reflective logic as the key for adequate teacher training is slowly fading. New training techniques for teaching how to implement reflective perception are being developed all the time. However, the ultimate ineffectiveness of the training, despite the weight given to the reflective approach, is testified to by the graduates of
 teacher education programs in recent years. The data we present below may disappoint and even frustrate some readers. Some might say, "Even if it is true, it is not the case with me." Others will say, quite rightly, "I am just a small cog in the system."

In 1975, Dan Lortie published
 a book which has since become a classic in the field of understanding the world of teachers and teacher trainees. He based his book on interviews with 94 school teachers and on answers to questionnaires distributed to approximately another six thousand additional teachers. The main contention of the respondents was that teacher education programs were "too theoretical" and did not equip them with the appropriate tools to deal with the reality of the classroom. In keeping with these findings, work by Max Van Manen in that period highlighted the disparity between what teachers studied in training institutes and what they discovered when they began working as full-fledged teachers. The gap between theory and practice manifested itself in every aspect of teaching the teachers were required to deal with. Examining the results of more recent studies covering the years during which the reflective-practical approach has been dominant does not reveal a more encouraging picture.

Today, as in the past, the claim is repeated over and over that the training courses do not help novice teachers tackle practical teaching issues. New teachers argue that the theoretical basis taught in the training institutes does not prepare them to meet the requirements of daily life in the classroom and that the teacher education programs devote too much attention to theory and too little to practical teaching competency. Some contend that training programs teach the wrong theories, or that these theories do not in any way lend themselves to practical application. Veteran teachers believe that they acquired the majority if not all of their professional knowledge in a process of trial and error in the classroom and not in the academic courses. Training is perceived to be an illusion. Teachers complain that current training programs present very idealistic standards and concepts about teaching, but in practice, the training for realizing these ideals is very poor. Beginning teachers claim that only when they ultimately enter the teaching field as full-fledged teachers do they really begin to study the craft of teaching on their own through trial and error, as the tools provided by the training institutions are actually useless in the classroom. It appears that the training institutes do not address the actual experiences and perceptions of teacher trainees and continue to base their programs largely on ideas or theories unconnected to the actual world of future teachers. We can only conclude that the key to quality teacher education, if there is indeed one, has yet to be found.

The Revivim Program was launched approximately 16 years ago early in this century. Frustration and lack of lack of clarity about teacher training processes, dating back decades, persist to this day. The state of teacher training is overwhelmingly disappointing, to the point that in recent years we have heard expressions of despair about the possibility of discovering the “secret” of how to train good, qualified teachers and how to educate teachers to use their educational abilities in the classroom. Recent years have seen an intensifying pedagogical momentum to determine the quality of teachers according to the only factor that can be accurately measured: the formal achievements of children on standardized exams testing knowledge based on memorization. This “back to basics” orientation has begun to predominate in more and more schools and educational systems. In order to train "effective teachers" focused on students’ formal achievements on standardized tests, rather than concentrating on promoting thinking and understanding at high levels, there is no need for deep or sophisticated training programs. We appear to be witnessing a closing of the circle, as the teacher training process, which initially employed the apprenticeship approach, is again beginning to concentrate on apprentice-type programs, the most renowned being the Teach for All program, which actually is tacking a different name onto an apprenticeship system.
Conclusion

The Revivim Program founders resisted any temptation to offer quick and easy shortcuts to teacher education programs. They created a challenging document which helped secure the support of the faculty of the Hebrew University and of the Ministry of Education for the program. Once the program was actually adopted, finding sources of funding presented complex challenges, as the program required huge sum in its first year of operation just to cover tuition and scholarships. As new participants would join the program every year, these amounts would increase. Eventually the Avi Chai Foundation, recognizing the importance of the program, ensured the financing of the first group of participants for all four years of their studies, thus giving the program the green light to move from vision to actual planning. Responsibility for developing the program was now in the hands of program planners and teachers, members of the academic staff from the Department of Humanities and from the Melton Centre in the School of Education. This planning phase was an important and significant component in the history of the program, and it will be discussed in the following chapter by faculty members who actually participated in it. 
Chapter 3: From Vision to Practice: The Program as Designed by its Planners and Teachers

University educators and researchers are usually required to integrate both introductory theoretical courses for beginning students and more targeted courses for advanced studies into their academic teaching. Surprisingly, this teaching structure is also acceptable in professional training courses, where the program structures give priority to a variety of introductory theoretical courses. It is rare for the format of academic teaching to change, even in more practical fields, such as teaching and teacher education. One well-known case of significant educational change is that which occurred in the field of medical training in the United States and throughout the western world following proposals for reform introduced by Abraham Flexner in the early twentieth century. However, this example is the exception that proves the entire rule. Given the relative lack of change in the educational status quo, I was excited to read Revivim’s founding principles, believing that they presented educators and aspiring teachers an opportunity to participate in program that represented a revolution in the academic process of teacher education. Having emerged from school training and as one who considers himself integrated in the academic world and who seeks to serve and nurture the realm of teachers and teaching, I discerned in the Revivim Program almost a "New Genesis."
Once the program was authorized, an academic director was appointed, a senior staff member from the Department of Humanities, as well as a deputy, an academic member from the Melton Centre in the School of Education. According to Revivim’s founding document, the main focus of change was in the area of ​​teacher training, rather than that of content ​​study. Dissatisfied with the functioning of the Department of Teacher Education, the program initiators decided to bypass that department and gave responsibility for teacher training to the Melton Centre, subject to the Department of Humanities. As expected, the relevant departments of the Department of Humanities had responsibility for specific subject matter studies. 
With all its details, Revivim’s founding document clarified many issues, but left even more areas ambiguous, creating a lot of room for disagreement among the program planners and teachers, especially between the education teachers and the specific discipline teachers. This chapter will recount the actual story of the program planners and teachers responsible for implementing the Revivim Program. Special attention will be given to the questions of if and how the planners and teachers took into account the possible perceptions and backgrounds of the student teachers who were to join the program at its inception, as discussed in Chapter 1 and to be examined further in Chapters 4 and 5.
As noted, the program initiators expressed their aspiration to create a curriculum with interdisciplinary courses integrating teacher training studies with disciplinary studies. Their apparent intention was to create a training program integrating a number of different areas into one unity, thereby requiring the university structure to carry out a second-order or revolutionary change. Nonetheless, in practice, Revivim’s planners maintained the university's accepted organizational structure. Each of the disciplinary departments offered courses corresponding to those within their existing curriculum, and no courses were offered combining educational training and disciplinary content. Of course, it is possible that certain academic teachers, while belonging to a specific department, did combine different disciplines and even integrated educational perspectives into their individual courses. The Revivim Program also had an academic steering committee consisting of representatives of all the relevant departments, which gave the program some interdisciplinary appearance, but no more. It is important to emphasize that in addition to the formal academic curriculum, Revivim organized additional informal activities called "Learning Together" which did not offer academic credits. These informal activities may have been the only endeavors corresponding to the original interdisciplinary vision of the program.

One goal of Revivim’s founders which was fully realized was its intention to accept only students among the top of 20 percent of university applicants. Enjoying free tuition and a scholarship of $1000 per month, made possible in great part by the Avi Chai Foundation, as mentioned above, participants could devote all their time to their studies and educational training during their four years of matriculation. These benefits to Revivim students represented a significant change from the existing scholarships in the teacher training department and at the Department of Humanities but nevertheless were consistent with the university’s movement towards enabling outstanding students to devote all their time to their studies, free of any economic concerns. 
As already noted, one way Revivim’s founders hoped to significantly improve educational training was by introducing practical teaching experience from the beginning of the program studies. While Revivim’s founding document included a resolve to conduct internships, it was not clear if their intention was for student teachers to work independently as teachers during their training process, as internships were commonly understood, or for the students to have increased practical work included in their curriculum. In practice, the educational team decided to employ the traditional internship approach, albeit integrating the participants as independent teachers in every respect in schools, with guidance and supervision of course, from the beginning of their studies rather than at the end, as was the custom. But in the early stages of the program, this topic, like other topics in the education training program, engendered significant debate.

The program's founders’ original goal of combining theoretical educational studies with  practical teaching could not really be accomplished. While Revivim removed responsibility for teacher training from the Department of Education, this department still had the authority to issue teaching certificates, which were given to students meeting certain formal obligations, such as passing introductory theoretical courses and other courses dealing with educational knowledge. Consequently, Revivim’s founders’ ability to make significant changes in the theoretical-education curriculum was actually quite limited. Their original aim of integrating theoretical courses with teaching experience from the beginning of the students’ training, and not at the end, as was customary, required a change in the existing academic approach which considered practice teaching as an application of theoretical knowledge. Even academics seeking significant change in education found it difficult to abandon this deeply imbedded traditional approach. As a result of this academic resistance to change, Revivim’s founders’ vision could not be fully implemented by those charged with carrying it out, even not with respect to courses in specific disciplines or theoretical courses, which, even with some changes, did not differ significantly from the existing university culture
.
Although those in charge of Revivim’s educational-training aspects formally adopted the internship approach, there appears to be no evidence that this approach was applied then, and probably will not be now
. The decision then to postpone the introduction of the internship component until the second year of the program’s existence may have been attributable to scheduling pressures resulting from the decision to open the program at the last minute. There is no doubt that Revivim’s proposed internship program represented a profound, second-order change in terms of planning and in terms of its role in the training process, which required a revolution in the perceptions and beliefs about the training process and about how future teachers become professionals.
From Planning to Execution: The Perception of the Program's Teachers 

Those actually responsible for implementing the program were not Revivim’s founders or planners, but its teachers, university faculty members. Most of these teachers had not been involved in planning the program and it is doubtful whether most of them had even read the founding document of the program. However, the program would succeed or fail based on their work, and their impact on the program was greater than that of any other group involved in the program, with the possible exception of the teaching students.
As with every teacher training program, three groups of teaching educators in the Revivim Program can be identified. There was a large group of teachers of content knowledge, another group of teachers of educational foundation subjects, such as psychology, sociology, philosophy, general pedagogy, etc., and a third group of pedagogical tutors. Each of the three groups was composed of people with different background and identities
. They also differed from one another in their assumptions about how an individual becomes a teacher and in their conceptions about the best methods for educating qualified teachers. We will examine the perceptions of the Revivim teachers from each of the three groups. 

Teachers of Content Knowledge

In most disciplinary courses, Revivim students were integrated into the regular curriculum with other students from the university. The heads of the academic departments and a significant number of the faculty members were aware of the Revivim Program and its goals and even saw themselves as part of the program. However, not all of the content educators identified with the program, nor did they consider themselves recruited for the purpose of training teachers. However, the Revivim students stood out, due to a combination of their high proportion among  course participants, the status and attention given by university authorities to students in this program, and possibly because of their outstanding quality.

Boaz, a young lecturer, who himself had been a successful high school teacher, contended that the program:

…should take the highest level students who have a natural talent for teaching; just those who know how to teach and were youth instructors before and simply have it in their souls. I do not know how to teach people to become teachers. Either you have it or you don’t. 
Rachel, a young lecturer, who had still been involved in teaching at high school, also believed that the ability to teach was an inborn trait: "We have never seen a multi-artist imitate someone; you have to find a way to get it yourself, dig into your soul." Boaz strengthened the parallel between artist and teacher: 
If you have a natural talent, if you are charismatic, if you know how to stand up in a class, then you do not need these 60 tips; you already understand them alone. Forty you already know and the other twenty your experience or any good books you read will teach you. For example, there is no way that an unmusical person can teach music. I have not seen a person without innate talent that has become a talent.
 
Haim, a senior professor who had earned a high reputation in his field and had not been a school teacher like his younger colleagues, expressed himself with more moderation: "I do not know how it is possible to identify those who can become good teachers at the beginning of the process. Being a good teacher involves many characteristics, many different situations and more.” 
The assumption held by some or even most of the content discipline teachers, that teaching is an innate ability, should not be surprising. This is a common assumption among the public and even among many teachers. Nonetheless, the phrases "anyone can teach,'' "if only you know the content, you can teach," "teachers are born, not bred” and "everything teachers should know about teaching can be achieved while teaching" are constantly hurled against educators. However, even those who think that teaching is an innate ability, comparing it to the innate talent for art or music, cannot deny that the greatest artists and musicians become skillful after a long process of study and experience. Even if schools provide theoretical art studies to students talented in the arts, they also need to provide talented students practical classes in the skills needed to create art.

Is it possible to predict who will be a good teacher? How can we identify the people with these capabilities? Oded, a senior university staff member contended that: 
The program's first hope was to attract people from among the highest ranks of those accepted to the university according to the university’s criteria of grades. I am unaware of any relationship of any kind between these grades and teacher success. 
Another educator, Rachel, thought that a good educator needed something beyond intellectual abilities, a combination of "touching the soul and educational abilities." Haim, who had devoted much time to choosing applicants and then guiding program graduates in their first teaching jobs, could not pinpoint a definite formula for what makes a good teacher, explaining: 
They are interviewed by five people. Out of seventy applicants, twenty are accepted. Sometimes we met somebody that we did not think would be a good teacher, but later discovered that this person was amazing with the children. There were instances when we thought someone would be an outstanding teacher and we were later disappointed."
Boaz believed that all academic courses provided by the educational teachers were simply unnecessary. 
If they would have no content, there would be nothing to teach. The students are going to study psychology of education and sociology of education and all these things. This is only a structure; the structure needs content. If the future teachers will not be people of content in the highest sense, they will not be able to stand in front of a class. They need to learn as much as possible, all the time; more than do other students. 

Basically, Boaz believed that academic teachers of content knowledge were engaged in genuine, profound content-based education, not in structure. 
There is not anything that we are dealing with it in the classroom at the university that does not have some kind of projection on education. So when you learn Hobbes, or when you learn Locke, their philosophies teach some kind of an educational story. 
Oded did not advocate eliminating education studies and recognized their value, but he sought to give the content courses a leading role in the program, "The education that they provide as teachers will be better if the materials they teach are basic materials." Although Haim stressed his appreciation for the work of pedagogic tutors, he left no doubt about his concept of the centrality of content knowledge. Replying to the question of who should be the director of the program, he stated: "I think that in the meantime I see the merits of a person who does not come from education."

Boaz and Rachel, while believing in the centrality of the content courses in teacher education, concluded that it would be necessary to make revisions in content courses for those aspiring to become teachers. As Boaz explained, "We need a staff of teachers who come from the disciplines who should build courses for Revivim. Revivim needs someone who knows how to analyze the sources, but adjust the content for the educational field." Rachel was expecting that the courses would be unique to the program content element and that educational elements would be integrated into the content courses:

The same teacher should teach the content material but make it educational-oriented, because I see these two things as interlinked; that's the secret of success. While not optimal, this can be performed by two teachers. But I think that separating the two areas is a guarantee of failure.
The position of these two educators that content and educational training should be integrated is consistent with the expectations of the program initiators, as presented in the previous chapter.

Boaz adamantly rejected guided teaching practice and made no effort to hide his scorn for what was done in teacher training: 
All kinds of students in teacher colleges are making all kinds of posters. Slides are nice and good and pass the time. So there are all kind of tricks, all kinds of games and all kinds of action cards, but that's not what makes a person a teacher. 
Like Boaz, Rachel had doubts about the importance of practical educational experience as part of the training studies, but unlike Boaz, Rachel was prepared to entertain the possibility that some students might need it. 
I have never experienced any training, and I guess I'm not the only one. I mean, I'm sure there are other people who are just getting on without it in a reflective way and do not need training. There may be people who need it; it depends.

Oded was willing give some credit to the value of intensive practical experience in teaching and even noticed the difference between the practical training process performed in the Revivim Program by pedagogic tutors and what was acceptable in the Department of Teacher Education: 
The phrasing that is most acceptable to me is that if the university is engaged in the study of how to teach, one can hope that the students will bring into the classrooms in which they teach something new they learned here. 
 Haim, interviewed several years after the program had been running, sounded very positive: 
I think we have a team of very professional tutors. They came from schools, with extensive experience and a broad education. And they accompanied the student teachers throughout the practical teaching work.

 At the same time, he was full of criticism, if not contempt, for educational academic-research:
Yesterday I attended a lecture at the university by a well-known lecturer and I actually was embarrassed. I sat there ashamed. You're talking about something and not saying anything. A lecture at an international academic conference! There was not a word of insight; it was so silly and infantile.

It is interesting to compare the perceptions of the content discipline teachers quoted above with the perspectives of the participants in the program, to be presented in Chapters 4 and 5. While most of those joining the program saw content knowledge as an important component of the teaching process, most of them did not consider content knowledge the main component. 

Teachers of Theoretical Education Courses

Schools of education and their teachers and researchers have traditionally suffered from a relatively inferior status in the academic community. Those dealing with theoretical issues in teacher education programs are in many cases not researchers according to academia’s accepted standards. Therefore, in academic institutions, educators in teacher training courses, who are linked to practical action and research, receive even less prestige than their peers in other departments of schools of education. On the other hand, classroom teachers regard them as theorists and not as practical teachers. These attitudes undoubtedly contribute to the assumption prevalent even among many members of the academic staff in education, that teaching cannot be learned but is an innate ability. Thus education teachers find themselves in an impossible situation as servants of the two worlds of academia and the practical realm, but do not receive any recognition for their professionalism from either of them. Even members of the schools of education’s faculties who are primarily engaged in training teachers, would prefer not to define themselves as instructors of teachers.

The teachers responsible for theoretical education studies in Revivim were members of the university’s School of Education. The three Revivim staff members interviewed for this book had previously been involved in children’s schools as teachers or in positions of management and coordination. They continue to be connected to schools even today, as curriculum developers, consultants and facilitators.

Joshua, whose expertise was on issues of theoretical education, believed that the program should accept: "people who on the one hand can understand and appreciate educational dilemmas; people who can understand and appreciate the student world and who can understand and appreciate and influence of the social world from which students come." Shalom, whose expertise was teaching subject matter with educational orientation, expected to teach students to be "someone that according to his personality can communicate, like people." Nathan, focused on teaching how to translate content knowledge into educational content, wanted the program to accept:
…a person who could have an impact on the social environment and not just on the individual classroom, an attractive person who relates to education in a deep and meaningful way. A person who is not satisfied with the current situation: really pioneers.  
Nathan's words implied that he expected the participants to enter the program with some sense of mission. Unlike their colleagues from the disciplinary departments who believed that teaching ability was an innate characteristic, or at least one acquired with the teaching experience, Joshua and Nathan emphasized the intellectual and personal properties as a basis for teacher development. According to Nathan, suitable teaching candidates: 

… do not seek to diminish the disciplinary courses, but they emphasize that such content should be "translated" for educational purposes. Certain subjects, particularly Bible studies, are completely different as taught as an academic subject at the university and as taught in schools. It's not the same thing. At the university it's a matter of research, while the school addresses questions and figures. This requires wider translating, and it should be learned.  
 These teachers of theoretical education courses viewed translating content for the classroom as a significant part of their work with teaching students. Joshua felt that: "They need not only knowledge, but more important, the tools to thinking about educational issues in order to tackle larger philosophical and theological issues. If they do not get that, then we have failed." 
These teachers believed, like their colleagues who taught the discipline courses, that the logic of teaching evolves first and foremost from the theoretical area. But unlike their colleagues, they did not perceive the content of the subject matter as a motivator or source for the teaching of it; rather, they considered the subject matter as a resource that requires educational translating. These attitudes are consistent with those common in the university setting that view theoretical materials as preliminary elements for any practical studies. This philosophy means that before entering the classroom to teach, we must first learn about the theoretical content of teaching. As Nathan put it:
The goal is not to teach the techniques of didactics, but to teach more about the concept. We need to consider whether we do not lose the entire concept in order to be a teacher, or whether we learn by doing. 
These words of Nathan received a certain amount of criticism from the pedagogical tutors who had a different approach, which will be introduced in the next section. Nathan suggested that 
We need to make visits to schools and engage in contact with student educators who are teaching an actual group. We need to get a taste of all the things that they do and what it means to be a teaching student, without necessarily teaching in the classroom. 
Joshua also questioned the value of practice teaching during training: "to my knowledge, there are not many such models. Whether it's successful or not, we do not know." Joshua believed that it was possible to postpone actual classroom teaching until completing the theoretical and content studies, as was common in other training programs, but "continue to accompany these people after they get out of the bubble of the university." Shalom, unlike his colleagues, was willing to give a chance to a process of teaching students doing practical teaching: 
I am not an expert on this, absolutely not, so I relied on our expertise and implemented this plan and I see this as a worthy experiment. It's not standard training and therefore I would be very interested in evaluation along the way.

Comparing the perceptions and expectations of the program participants, as presented in the first part of the book and examined more in depth in Chapters 4 and 5 with those of the theoretical education teachers demonstrates a certain correlation. The participants entering the program expressed great interest in theoretical educational issues, including an emphasis on transmitting values and engaging in a dialogue with students, rather than any particular interest in specific content knowledge. The educational issues and not content issues were the primary motivators for Revivim participants.
The Pedagogical Tutors

The third group of teachers, who, more than the other program educators identified with schools and teacher education, were the pedagogical tutors. While other two groups of teachers were usually part of the university’s permanent staff, with full-time teaching and research positions, the pedagogical tutors were actual teachers in high schools who held masters degrees, with some in the process of researching and writing their PhD dissertations. Their work in the university was only a part-time occupation. The pedagogical tutors guided the teaching students in schools, mentoring, advising and conducting workshops. Very few, if any, functioned as teachers or lecturers. This group of teachers, more than the other two groups, saw itself as committed to teacher education and as functioning as genuine instructors of teachers. 

As noted above, the academic status of teacher education and especially of teachers who engage in teacher training is very low. Within this low prestige group of teacher educators, pedagogical tutors have the lowest status. It is difficult to comprehend that those very teachers engaged in what the students perceive as the most significant aspect of their training, enjoy the lowest prestige in academic institutions. It seems that their low status derives from the fact that they, more than teachers of other groups, are affiliated with the practical world and not with the theoretical research world of academia. An additional factor in their low status is that this group is comprised mainly of women.

"The tutoring carries the flag of the program, it's something else," proudly declared Reuma, a pedagogical tutor with educational experience as she protested against the inferior status of pedagogical tutors in academia. More than teachers in the other two groups of student educators, the pedagogic tutors were aware of the professional voices heard in the area of ​​teacher education. As a result, the concept of ​​reflection in teaching, which has been very prominent in the domain of teacher education discourse during the last two or three last decades, played a dominant role in the tutors’ perceptions. The pedagogical tutors considered a good teacher as one who is a reflective practitioner and the tutors saw their role as fostering reflective teachers. It is against this background that they defined the characteristics of those who they thought should be accepted into the program. As Hani stated, "I believe that any reasonable person in terms of intelligence and in terms of basic social skills, can be made more reflective." Gila added, "I believe you can encourage a person to be more reflective, you can call it emotional intelligence, being attentive or aware. Reflectiveness can be called many names."

Those who are apply the reflective approach to teaching and training teachers assume that there is no one standard teaching method and that the good, effective teaching methods are the result of judgments which take into account all the components of the teaching situation. Therefore, proponents of the reflective approach do not believe that it is possible to educate future teachers according to defined models of teaching. Instead, teaching students must be exposed to a wide repertoire of teaching modes and teaching problems and must be allowed to experiment with reflective thinking in dealing with these situations. Teaching reflection consists of three levels, at least: technical reflection, practical reflection and critical reflection. Advocates of this approach believe that it is necessary to foster the higher levels of pedagogical reflection, which they consider a fundamental characteristic of good teaching, and that reflective abilities can be nurtured already in the initial stages of training. Compatible with reflective learning are constructivist psychology concepts, presentation of learning as a process of conceptual change, active building of concepts and developing the capabilities of the teaching student through direct experience.
Donald Schon suggests a distinction between “reflection on action” and “reflection in action." Reflection on action refers to the processes that occur before or after the actual teaching. Reflection in action takes place during the teaching. It seems that pedagogical tutors, like Schon and others, strive to conduct pedagogical discourse about reflection on action in their workshops and expect that the close exposure to reflective discourse about teaching will enrich the students’ reflection during actual teaching. To ensure this outcome, those running such workshops try to present actual or simulated teaching events to the teaching students as a basis for reflective discussion.

The Revivim Program structure seemed reasonable to the pedagogical tutors. Hani felt that:
… the way things are built is correct. The teacher-students are slowly growing stronger in content knowledge. The next stage of implementing in the classroom what they have learned will then receive a greater and greater share of their instruction. 
The pedagogical tutors saw the content knowledge as a basis and condition for good teaching.  For example, Gila thought that "… they are going to be high school teachers and must master  high-level academic knowledge and the content knowledge of their subject." Reuma emphasized the educational role of content knowledge: "I believe that through the content you can gain a lot of things in teaching. I have no doubt that the content prevents behavior problems in the classroom. You cannot separate didactics from the content of teaching.”
The pedagogical tutors believed that the training process should be accompanied by teaching experience. Tamar summarized her conception of teacher education:

I do not think that you can learn to be a teacher before you go to school. It's the kind of training you do on the job. This is a very lengthy process centered at school and not at the university.
Hani added:
The right way is not to learn the theory at the university and then come to class and apply the theories. It is through experience that the teaching students acquire or learn what kind of teacher they are, what qualifications they have, what skills they need to develop, with what they have to deal in schools and what is difficult for them. Real learning is learning from the field.
The pedagogic tutors had rich experience in teaching and wanted to impart what they had learned to the participants. Tamar related:


I believe that they need to experience teaching already in the beginning. We need to help them, to accompany them, support them and give them tools. I learned to be a teacher from experience, but it was accompanied by a process of suffering.
For the pedagogical tutors, the first steps of practical teaching are the most significant and critical in creating a teaching style or system. Hani recalled that "My first year of working as a teacher was the year in which I learned the most meaningful things; it shook me and made me think." 
These tutors did not force teaching students to follow rigid guidelines like “that must be seen” or “that must be done.” Instead, they tried to help each teaching student find his or her teaching style. As Hani described:

For some students it is very very hard and very frustrating. Some students are looking for techniques; they are actually looking for anyone to tell them how and what to do. Through our method of working hand-in-hand with them, we try to find in all of them their ways of coping with difficulties." 
Reuma met with students who were not interested in training: 
There are students who actually called us for help in various ways and some who demonstrated that they were not really interested. We were not obliged to them but we did sit with most of them and help them. They mostly wanted advice in all areas.
The pedagogic tutors not only accompanied the teaching students during their practical teaching training, but they also held group workshops for reviewing teaching issues and for reflective discussion. While most students welcomed and were grateful for the individual mentoring, they were reluctant to participate in the group workshops. Reuma recalled that: "The group workshops were very hard and we dreaded them. The students gave us the feeling that the workshops were useless and that they were sick of them.” Gila’s explanation was that: 
The students were seeking instant gratification. They did not have the patience to go through that process of evolution. The process of development is one of trial and error, and involves sitting down and talking with your colleagues about what happened without thinking that doing so is a waste of time. If I would come to a workshop and give them an example of a lesson, they were more responsive.
The pedagogic tutors’ emphasis on the teaching internship during the training process may be considered a response to the expectations of the Revivim Program initiators, although, as noted, it is unclear whether the tutors were asked to introduce internships in the early stages of training. None of the program participants could image taking upon themselves the responsibility of teaching before acquiring sufficient mastery of the content knowledge and of teaching methods. In essence, it appears that the participants entered into the program as “prisoners” of a concept that theoretical study should precede taking responsibility for actual teaching, as the theoretical education teachers also insisted. In this sense, the practical approach of the pedagogical tutors did not match the students’ expectations, and as described in Chapter 6, the students objected when they were asked to start teaching, as they felt that that they were not sufficiently prepared.
The Training Approaches of the Program’s Teachers
The program’s teachers shared the vision of the program’s founders of changing the status of Bible studies in schools and believed that through training they could educate teachers qualified for this mission. Beyond that, the three groups of teachers were divided about the most effective and acceptable process for training teachers, with each group of educators believing that their fields or emphasis should be at the center of teacher education and would ultimately bring about the desired change. The previous chapter presented a number of approaches to training and examined the perceptions of the program’s founders with respect to their preferred approach. In this section we will try to clarify the preferred training approach of each of the three groups of Revivim teachers.

The pedagogic tutors introduced a concept of training which is a variant of the reflective approach. They emphasized reflection in teaching and wanted to ensure that this reflective process became an integral part of teaching by holding the practical teaching internship during the training process and not after. This approach can be defined as the internship-reflective approach. This approach assumes that good teaching requires teachers to reflect constantly: while, before and after the actual teaching. The internship-reflective approach combines the content knowledge acquired in the disciplines’ departments with basic educational knowledge and practical pedagogical knowledge. While the other two groups of teachers believed that theoretical studies needed to precede any teaching activities, the pedagogical tutors were convinced that teaching could only be learned in the field of classrooms and not in university classes. Therefore, pedagogic tutors argued that a key component in the training process must be assigning teaching students real classes where they could function fully as teachers in all respects. The pedagogic tutors saw their role not as offering a toolbox but as generating a reflective process that combined action and thinking about action. There is no doubt that this approach represented a radical, second-order change completely different to what was customary. Although in recent years the importance of experience has increased in most of teacher training programs, including the growth of the Pedagogical Development School (PDS), it appears that in many cases, the PDS preserved the academic insistence that theoretical study should precede any practical field experience. Consequently, schools are still viewed as fields for implementing theoretical concepts.

The theoretical education teachers believed that theoretical academic knowledge motivates education and should be acquired before undertaking teaching activities, a perspective which is fairly identical to the conventional academic approach. However, the statements of Revivim’s theoretical education teachers clearly indicate that they strove to create a process different from the conventional courses in the education department or in the teacher education department. According to these educators, theoretical courses should be characterized by a type of theoretical deliberation which translates content knowledge and educational theory into the language of teaching. Therefore, for them, there were no courses for merely transmitting knowledge, but rather courses that created knowledge through deliberation and discussion encompassing the four pillars of education as enunciated by Joseph Schwab and Seymour Fox: content, students, the environment and teachers. The theoretical education teachers believed that academic lessons should cover every aspect of education and the teaching process deeply and evenly and did not view teaching as a process of delivering subject matter using effective didactics. In their view, only after obtaining theoretical insights and acquiring the practical language of education would it be possible for teaching students to actually implement their insights in the classroom. This approach can be identified as a theoretical-educational one, which is actually a variant of the theoretical-educational approach described in the previous chapter.

The four interviewed disciplinary teachers expressed two different approaches to the role of content knowledge in the teaching process. Two of them, Oded and Haim, held the approach that makes a separation between studying the disciplinary content and studying the teaching of content, despite their insistence about the central position of content knowledge in the process of teacher education. This separation is actually a common perception in academia and in most teacher training institutions. Both these teachers believed in the existence of two parallel approaches coexisting harmoniously: the content approach that represents the position of subject matter educators and the reflective-internship approach supported by the pedagogical tutors. Oded and Haim’s conviction that both approaches could and should complement each other is consistent with the pluralistic ethos of academia. The other two teachers, Boaz and Rachel differed, seeing the acquisition of content knowledge as the key to proper training of teachers, but they wanted subject matter to be taught with an educational orientation, resulting in teaching students taking a significant number of content courses emphasizing the educational aspects of the content. This is a unique variant of the "content approach." Adopting this approach requires the subject matter educators to diverge from the conventional academic approach and identify themselves as teacher educators and not just as experts on the subject matter. Under this approach, the pedagogical knowledge of the educational teachers received secondary if not marginal status, and may even be superfluous.


Conclusion

It is not difficult to discern that there is a close connection between the perception of each group of teacher educators and their academic and professional backgrounds. At this stage, we are not trying to judge which of the teacher educators group presented the best training approach. Examining the expectations of the teaching students before they entered the program reveals that some of their expectations were reflected in the approaches of each group of teacher educators as well as by the Revivim founders and planners. Each group of teacher educators implemented consciously or unconsciously some of the principles presented in the founding document, while other principles were not addressed. What is already clear is that, in comparison to the existing training programs in most of the teacher education institutes, certain aspects of the Revivim Program, particularly the decision to hold an internship during the training and not after, represented significant second-order change. 
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